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Abstract: African American communities experience higher incidences of health disparities due to inequitable exposures to environmental stressors. With the increase of climate threats, stormwater runoff and flooding are major concerns that can be linked to environmental injustice in African
American communities, including i1llegal dumping, and even proximity to major highways. Efforts to improve stormwater (SW) management overlap with efforts to increase green space through the implementation of urban green infrastructure (UGI), presenting the opportunity for UGI to be utilized
as a measure to improve geographical and social equity. However there are still many communities who have yet to transition into using green infrastructure for SW management and research 1s limited on how equitable current stormwater best management practices (SW BMPs) are, particularly in
regards to management processes and decisions. The goal of this research 1s to characterize SW infrastructure in an African American community in Tampa, East Tampa, through the lens of sustainability and environmental justice to better inform management practices towards equitable management
of SW infrastructure in the community.
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